IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 99-2158

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.

Appeal from the United
States District Court for the
Northern District of Illinois,
Eastern Division

Plaintiffs,
V.

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY,

a corporation, and JOSEPH SHULDINER,
Executive Director, in his official
capacity.

No. 66 C 1459

Chief Judge Marvin E. Aspen

N N N S N N N N N N N’ N

Defendants.

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

Daniel E. Levin and The Habitat Co., Inc., the Court-appointed Receiver for the Chicago
Housing Authority in the District Court (“Receiver”), respectfully move to dismiss this appeal for

lack of jurisdiction. Dismissal is required under B.H. by Pierce v. Murphy, 984 F.2d 196, 199 (7th

Cir. 1993). Appellant, Lakefront Community Organization (“LCQO”), appeals from an April 7, 1999
Order denying its second motion to intervene in this action. The LCO had previously failed to
appeal from a December 10, 1998 Order dismissing a substantially identical motion to intervene it
had filed. Under B.H. this appeal should be dismissed as an untimely attempt to revive the appeal

rights that expired with the LCO’s failure to appeal the December 10, 1998 Order within 30 days.

In further support of this motion, the Receiver advises the Court as follows:



Background

1. This case is a class action brought under 42 U.S.C. §§1981 & 1983 alleging that de
Jure housing segregation practiced by CHA violated the rights of CHA tenants under the Fourteenth
Amendment. In 1969 Judge Austin found the CHA liable for intentional segregation. 296 F. Supp.
907 (N.D. I1l. 1969). He entered a permanent Injunction, 304 F. Supp. 736 (N.D. Il1. 1969), which,
as subsequently amended, imposes locational restrictions on housing development activities of CHA.
The District Court appointed the Receiver in 1987 to implement the Court’s desegregation remedies
after CHA’s long failure to do so. The Receiver’s jurisdiction includes the development of new,

non-elderly public housing in Chicago.

2. This Court has decided several appeals in this lawsuit, the most recent one on May

28, 1999. Gautreaux v. CHA, Nos. 98-1807, 98-2311, 98-3145 (dismissing appeals for lack of-

jurisdiction).

3. The proposed intervention complaint that is the subject of this appeal sought
injunctive relief against the Receiver. The Receiver opposed intervention for the purpose of
prosecuting the complaint against it. The Receiver is therefore an appellee with respect to LCO’s
appeal. The Receiver is submitting a Docketing Statement pursuant to Seventh Circuit Rule 3(c) in

conjunction with this motion to dismiss.”

v Although the Receiver may not need formal permission from the District Court in order to

participate in this appeal, see Holland v. Sterling Enterprises, Inc., 777 F.2d 1288, 1291-92 (7th Cir.
1985) (receiver may defend claims against estate in his possession); Troelstrup v. Index Futures
Group, Inc., 130 F.3d 1274, 1276-77 (7th Cir. 1997), to eliminate any question concerning the
Receiver’s authority it has filed a motion in the District Court for leave to participate in this appeal.
See Gautreaux, supra, May 28, 1999 Slip Op. at 7 n.1.
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The First Motion to Intervene

4, On November 23, 1998 the LCO filed its first motion to intervene (“Motion I”).
Attached was a proposed intervention complaint, with exhibits (“Complaint I”). A copy of the

Motion [ and Complaint I is attached as Exhibit A.

5. Complaint I contained a one-count claim against CHA for breach of a contract dated
September 22, 1995 (“1995 Agreement”). According to Complaint I, CHA had promised in the
1995 Agreement not to demolish four crumbling high-rises (which had been vacant for nearly a
decade) until certain preconditions had been met concerning the funding and development of
replacement housing units. In alleged violation of the 1995 Agreement, CHA had plans to demolish

the high rises in early December without satisfying the preconditions. Complaint I §3-9.

6. Complaint I included alternative prayers for injunctive relief. First, LCO sought
temporary injunctive relief to halt the demolition until the alleged preconditions were satisfied.
Alternatively, the LCO asked, if demolition were permitted, for an injunction “requiring defendants
to comply with its [sic] commitments under the 1995 Agreement within a set period of time after the
demolition, including commencing of construction of all the units, both on-site and off-site, and
completing them within 20 months, as provided in {15 [of the 1995 Agreement].” Ex.A, Complaint

I at 6.

i CHA and the Receiver filed briefs in response to Motion I. CHA asserted, among
other things, that Motion I failed to satisfy the timeliness requirements of Fed. R. Civ. P. 24. The
Receiver responded that the requested relief should be denied because it would perpetuate a public

nuisance and impair the Receiver’s housing development efforts.
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8. The District Court denied Motion [ in an order dated December 10, 1998. See Ex.B
hereto (“December 10 Order”). It held that the attempted intervention was not “timely” since the
LCO had known of the planned demolition for several months and delayed its attempted intervention
until after destructive pre-demolition activities had occurred. It also ruled, in the alternative, that it

would have denied the injunctive relief on its merits.

LCO Fails to Appeal the Denial of Motion I

9. The December 10 Order was immediately appealable by the LCO, see, e.g., B.H., 984
F.2d at 199 (and authorities therein). The LCO filed no appeal and no Rule 59(¢) motion in response

to that order. It therefore waived its rights to appeal. Id. (denial of intervention “must be appealed

within 30 days or not at all”); United States v. City of Milwaukee, 144 F.3d 524, 528 (7th Cir. 1998).

The Second Motion to Intervene

10. On February 12, 1999, LCO filed what it called a “Second Motion” to intervene
(“Motion IT”’). See Ex.C hereto. Motion II and the proposed complaint attached to it (“Complaint
II”) were nearly identical to their respective predecessors. Because the attempt to enjoin the
demolition had failed and the demolition had already occurred, Complaint II deleted the now-moot
prayer for an injunction barring the demolition. The rest of Complaint IT was substantively identical
to Complaint I. It again alleged breach of contract arising out of CHA’s decision to demolish the
four high-rises, and it again sought to impose a rigid and impossible construction schedule on the

Receiver to remedy CHA’s alleged breach.



11.  Asnoted above, after briefing, the District Court denied Motion II in a minute order

dated April 7, 1999 (“April 7 Order”). See Ex.D hereto. This appeal is from that Order.?

Appellate Jurisdiction is Lacking Under B.H.

L2 Appellate jurisdiction is lacking and the appeal should be dismissed, because the
LCO’s second intervention motion, which gave rise to the order under appeal, constitutes a nearly

carbon copy of a previous intervention motion, the denial of which the LCO failed to appeal.

I3 B.H. v. Murphy, 984 F.2d 196 (7th Cir. 1993), requires dismissal. In that case the
Cook County Public Guardian filed successive motions to intervene in a class action against Illinois’
Department of Children and Family Services. It failed to file a timely appeal or reconsideration
motion of the first denial. This Court dismissed the second appeal as untimely because of the
Guardian’s “improper attempt, by filing a virtually identical intervention motion, to circumvent hisr
failure to appeal the first [intervention] motion’s denial within the required time.” 984 F.2d at 199.
See also Latham v. Wells Fargo Bank, 987 F.2d 1199, 1203 (5th Cir. 1993) (“a Rule 60(b) motion

may not be used as a substitute for a timely appeal™); 12 J.W. Moore, Moore’s Federal Practice,

§60.69 (3d Ed. 1999). “Thus, we have frequently upheld district court decisions denying Rule 60(b)
motions where it appeared that Rule 60(b) was being used as a substitute for a timely appeal.”

Latham, 987 F.2d at 1203.

¥ As noted in the Receiver’s Docketing Statement filed herewith, on April 29, 1999 the LCO
also filed an untimely motion for “clarification” under Rule 59(e), which did not toll the time for
appealing the April 7 Order. That motion was “granted” in an order dated May 6, 1999, setting forth
reasons for the denial of intervention in the April 7 Order. On May 20, 1999 the LCO filed a Rule
59(e) motion to alter or amend the May 6 Order. A briefing schedule has been set by the District
Court and that motion remains pending.
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14.  Under B.H., the LCO’s failure to appeal the denial of Motion I precludes appeal of
the merits of the intervention issue. Its bringing a second intervention motion more than 30 days
later should be rejected as an attempt “to circumvent [its] failure to appeal the first motion’s denial
within the required time.” B.H., 984 F.2d at 199. The appeal should be dismissed, and the Court

should grant such other relief as it deems just and prbper.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: June 1, 1998 W QCZ é)

One of the Counsel for Daniel E. Levin and
The Habitat Company, as Receiver Pursuant
to the Court's Order of August 14, 1987

Michael L. Shakman

Barry A. Miller

Edward W. Feldman

Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon & Schlifke
208 South LaSalle Street

Suite 1100

Chicago, Illinois 60604

(312) 263-3700



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an attorney, hereby certifies that on June 1, 1999 he served copies of the

Motion to Dismiss Appeal on the parties listed below by causing true and correct copies thereof

to be delivered to them via messenger delivery at their respective addresses.

Dated: June 1, 1999

Alexander Polikoff, Esq.
Julie Brown, Esq.

Business and Professional
People for the Public Interest
17 E. Monroe St., Suite 212
Chicago, IL 60603

Diana White/Richard M. Wheelock/
Lawrence Wood

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 West Jackson Blvd., 3™ Floor
Chicago, IL 60604

Jerome M. Butler

General Counsel

Chicago Housing Authority

200 West Adams St., Suite 2100
Chicago, IL 60606

Elardih el

Edward W. Feldman



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS/ ¥ . -
EASTERN DIVISION f =

DOROTHY GAUTREAUYX, et al. (> %%
Plaintiffs, 66 C 1459

Hon. Marvin E. Aspen

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and
JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director,

N’ N’ N N N N N’ N N N S

Defendants.

NOTICE OF EMERGENCY MOTION
TO: Counsel on attached service list .

On November 24, 1998 at 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard, the
Cabrini-Green Local Advisory Council shall appear before the Honorable Marvin E. Aspen of the
United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois in Room 2548 at 219 S. Dearborn
Street, Chicago, IL, or before any other judge in his place, and shall then and there present the
attached EMERGENCYMOTION OF THE LAKEFRONTCOMMUNITY ORGANIZATION
TO INTERVENE and INTERVENOR’S MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
ORDER AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION, copies of which are herewith served upon you.

“One of Movant’s Attorneys

Richard M. Wheelock

Diana White

Lawrence Wood

Charles Petrof

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 W. Jackson, 3" floor

Chicago, IL 60604

312/341-1070



Certificate of Service

[, Richard M. Wheelock, an attorney, certify that [ caused to be hand delivered to the counsel
on the attached service list copies of EMERGENCY MOTION OF THE LAKEFRONT
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION TO INTERVENE and INTERVENOR’S MOTION FOR

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AND PRELIMINARY IN. ION onNovember
23, 1998. y %C 5
Service List
Jerome M. Butler Alex Polikoff
Chicago Housing Authority BPI
Office of General Counsel 17 E. Monroe, Suite 212
200 W. Adams, Suite 2100 Chicago, IL 60603

Chicago, IL 60606
Michael L. Shakman

Susan Getzendanner Barry A. Miller

Nancy Eisenhauer Edward W. Feldman

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon &
Meagher & Flom (Illinois) Schlifke

333 West Wacker Dr., Suite 2100 208 S. LaSalle St., Suite 1100

Chicago, IL 60606 Chicago, IL 60604

Thomas E. Johnson
Thomas, Jones, Snelling,
Gilbert & Davis
36 S. Wabash, Suite 1310
Chicago, IL 60603



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.,
Plaintiffs, 66 C 1459

Hon. Marvin E. Aspen

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and
JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director,

Defendants.
EMERGENCY MOTION OF THE
1TAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION TO INTERVENE

The Lakefront Community Organization (“LCO”), by its attorneys of th'e Legal
Assistance Foundation of Chicago, moves this Court for leave to intervene in order to assert the
claims set forth in its proposed complaint, a copy of which is attached hereto. In support of this
motion, LCO states as follows:

1. Rule 24(a)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure allows intervention of right
where the applicant seeking intervention claims to be so situated that a ruling or disposition in
the litigation may impair or impede the applicant’s interest, and that interest is not adequately
represented by the existing parties. See Gautreaux v. Pierce, 548 F. Supp. 1284, 1287 (N.D.IIL
1982).

2. Rule 24(b)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure also permits intervention
when an applicant’s claim or defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in
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common. A less stringent standard may be applied if an applicant seeks intervention for a very

limited purpose rather than full participation in the litigation. 6 James Wm. Moore et al..

Moore’s Federal Practice §24.11 (3" ed. 1998).

-

3. The LCO represents former tenants of 3939 South Lake Park Avenue, 3983 South
Lake Park Avenue, 4040 South Oakenwald, 1130 East 41 Street, 4155 South Lake Park, 1132
East 42 Street (hereinafter “Lakefront properties™).

4. The LCO incorporates herein by reference 9 1 - 28 of LCO’s complaint.

3 The order entered by this Court on June 3, 1996 authorizes the construction of 241
units of replacement housing in the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood and affords families
displaced from the Lakefront Buildings first priority for those units. This Court also oversees the
implementation of the scattered site program. The LCO, as the representative of those families,
now seeks CHA compliance with the 1995 Agreement upon which this Court’; order was
predicated, including the construction of the units authorized by this Court.. As such, the LCO
should be granted permission to intervene as a matter of right, or, in the alternative, should be
permitted intervention since the LCO’s claims present common questions of fact and law.

6. The LCO is not a party to the Gautreaux litigation, is not represented by either
party, and has interests that are distinct from the interests of both parties.

7. The CHA is adverse to the LCO, in that it has breached the 1995 Agreement, as

described above. The Gautreaux plaintiffs’ are not signatories to the 1995 Agreement and

therefore are not the proper parties to enforce the terms of the Revised Agreement.
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WHEREFORE, the LCO moves this Court to permit it to intervene for the purpose of

filing the attached complaint against the CHA.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard M. Wheelock

Diana White

Charlie Petrof

Lawrence Wood

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 W. Jackson, 3™ floor

Chicago, IL 60604

312/341-1070



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.,

Plaintiffs, 66 C 1459

V.

CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and

JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director, Hon. Marvin E. Aspen

N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

INTERVENOR'’S COMPLAINT

[. INTRODUCTION

1. The intervenor, Lakefront Community Organization (hereinafter “LCO”),
represents former tenants of 3939 South Lake Park Avenue, 3983 South Lake Park Avenue, 4040
South Oakenwald, 1130 East 41* Street, 4155 South Lake Park, 1132 East 42" Street
(hereinafter “the Lakefront properties™).

2 These former tenants were moved out of the Lakefront properties in 1985. For the
next ten years they waited for the Chicago Housing Authority (hereinafter “CHA”™) to
rehabilitate the buildings,. as it had promised to do in a written agreement (hereinafter “the 1986
Memorandum”).

3. In 1995, LCO and CHA entered into a new agreement (hereinafter “the 1995
Agreement”), which provides that CHA can demolish four of the buildings (4040 South
Oakenwald, 1130 East 41 Street, 4155 South Lake Park, 1132 East 42™ Street) (hereinafter “the

Lakefront Buildings”) once it builds new replacement housing in the larger North



Kenwood Oakland area. and elsewhere in the City of Chicago.

4. Paragraphs 3 and 15 of the 1995 Agreement set forth the pre-conditions that CHA

must satisfy before starting the demolition procedure.

5. Paragraph 3 states that CHA must first obtain both the funds and land necessary to
construct replacement housing.

6. Once it secures the necessary funds and land, CHA must comply with the
construction schedule set forth in § 15 of the Agreement. This schedule provides that CHA must
begin construction within ten months of satisfying the pre-conditions set forth in q 3 of the
Agreement, and complete construction within a reasonable time thereafter.

7. Under the terms of the agreement, therefore, CHA cannot demolish the Lakefront
Buildings until it has actually completed construction of the replacement housing.

8. Though CHA has not yet complied with the pre-conditions set forth in the 1995
Agreement, it is proceeding with the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings.

9. LCO seeks an order requiring defendants to comply with the pre-conditions set
forth in the 1995 Agreement, including the construction schedule set forth in § 15, and enjoining
the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings until defendants have complied with these pre-
conditions.

II.  JURISDICTION AND VENUE
10.  This Court has jurisdiction over LCO’s claims under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1367.

Venue is proper in this judicial district under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).



[1I. PARTIES

A. Intervenor

1. LCO is a non-profit organization incorporated in 1985 to represent the interests of
the families displaced from the Lakefront properties. As the sole representative of these
displaced tenants, LCO negotiated with CHA and entered into the 1986 Memorandum, which
provided for the rehabilitation of the Lakefront properties. (A copy of this Memorandum is
attached as Exhibit A.)

12. The LCO then entered into the September 1995 Agreement, which is the subject
of this complaint. (A copy of the 1995 Agreement is attached as Exhibit B.)

B. Defendants

13. Defendant CHA is an Illinois municipal corporation, created and existing under
the Housing Authorities Act, [1l. Rev. Stat., ch 67'%, §§ 1 - 27e. CHA is also a Public Housing
Agency ("PHA") administering federally subsidized and assisted low-rent housing within the
meaning of 42 U.S.C. § 1437.

14.  Defendant Joseph Shuldiner is the Executive Director of CHA. He is charged
with establishing and implementing the policies of CHA, including those relating to the
demolition of public housing owned and managed by CHA.

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE ’

15. On May 27, 1986, CHA, LCO, and other parties entered into the 1986
Memorandum, which established a procedure for vacating and rehabilitating the Lakefront high-
rises.

16.  CHA renovated two of the six Lakefront high-rises (3939 and 3983 South Lake

3



Park, Chicago. Illinois) to create Lake Parc Place.

17. CHA did not renovate the other four buildings, which have remained vacant since

the residents were moved out.

18.  Inoraround the end of 1993 and the beginning of 1994, CHA approached LCO to
negotiate a revision of the 1986 Memorandum.

19. On September 22, 1995, CHA and LCO entered into the 1995 Agreement.
Exhibit B.

20.  This Agreement permits CHA to demolish the Lakefront Buildings in exchange
for constructing scattered site housing and issuing Section 8 certificates to the displaced
residents.

21.  The 1995 Agreement provides that the following conditions must be satisfied
before CHA demolishes the Lakefront Buildings:

a. CHA must obtain binding funding commitments from HUD for the
construction of 80 to 100 units of public housing on the Lakefront properties and 200 scattered
site public housing units in the City but outside the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood. See
1995 Agreement, 993(a), 4, and 5. The North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood is bordered by
Oakwood Boulevard on the north, the Illinois Central Railroad right-of-way on the east, 47"
Street on the south, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west.

b. CHA must obtain site control of enough property to construct 141 units of
replacement public housing in the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood. See 1995 Agreement
at 9 3(b) and 6.

e. CHA must obtain LCO’s approval for the sites selected in the North
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Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood. See 1995 Agreement at 9 3(b) and 6.

d. CHA must (1) start construction pn all 141 units of the replacement public
housing in the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood. and all 200 scattered site public housing
units in the City outside of the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood within ten months after
satisfying subparagraphs a - ¢ above; and (2) complete construction of these units within a
reasonable period of time thereafter. 1995 Agreement at 93, 5, 6, and 15.

22. On May 13, 1996, Alexander Polikoff (attorney for the Gautreaux plaintiff class)
and Daniel Levin (Habitat’s chairman) sent a letter to William Wileh, then employed by the
Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago and acting as attorney for LCO, stating that if the
former Lakefront tenants became dissatisfied with the pace of development of the North
Kenwood/Oakland replacement housing, the Gautreaux plaintiffs’ counsel and the Receiver
would support a request by the former Lakefront tenants for a hearing in front ;f the presiding
Gautreaux judge on that issue. A copy of this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

23.  On May 22, 1996, the Gautreaux plaintiffs and CHA filed a joint motion to
designate the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood as a Revitalizing Area and to authorize the
construction or rehabilitation of 241 units of public housing in the Revitalizing Area. (A copy of
the joint motion is attached hereto Exhibit D.) This motion, which received Habitat’s approval,
was provided for in the 1995 Agreement. Furthermore, entry of the order requested in the
motion was a condition precedent to the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings. See § 3 of
Exhibit B.

24.  On June 3, 1996, this Court entered the requested order, a copy of which is

attached as Exhibit E.



25. As of the filing of this suit, CHA has failed to complete construction of all 241
units to be located in the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood and elsewhere in the C ity of
Chicago, and has failed to meet the other prerequisites conditions set forth above in paragraph

21
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26.  Atameeting on November 10, 1998, Karen Newton (Acting Chair of the CHA)
stated that CHA will demolish all four of the Lakefront Buildings simultaneously on December
12, 1998.

27.  CHA has already begun preparing for the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings.
V. INADEQUATE REMEDY AT LAW — IRREPARABLE HARM

28. As aresult of CHA’s actions, LCO has suffered, and will continue to suffer,
irreparable harm for which there is no adequate remedy at law. Specifically, LCO will lose the
quid pro quo (the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings) on which the 1995 Aéreement was
predicated without having any assurance that the CHA, through the Habitat Company, will build
the promised replacement housing.

WHEREFORE, LCO prays that this Honorable Court:

A. Enter an order enjoining the demolition of the Lakefront Buildings until
defendants have complied with its commitments, as set forth in the 1995 Agreement;

B. In the event this Court should allow demolition to proceed, enter an order
requiring defendants to comply with its commitments under the 1995 Agreement within a set
period of time after the demolition, including commencing construction of all the units, both on-

site and off-site, and completing them within 20 months, as provided for in § 15; and



C. Grant such other and further relief as this Court deems Just and proper.

One of the Anom%or
Intervenor

Richard M. Wheelock
Diana White
Charles R. Petrof
Lawrence Wood
Legal Assistance Foundation
of Chicago
111 West Jackson - 3™ Floor
Chicago, IL 60604 "
(312) 341-1070
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The parties hereto enter this AgTeament based upon a common
goal and chjective that the proposed rehabilitation of the Lakefrent
Properties be carpleted in an expeditious and fair manner cons Lstant
with Federal Mcdernization Program requirements and to assure that the
proposed rehabilitation be implemented in a marmer which safequards the

rights of the affected resident camunity. The resident population of
the Lakefront Properties as of Cctober 1, 1988 and thereafter are the

intandad beneficiaries of this Agreemant.

The Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) and the Lakefront
Camunity Orqanization (LOO), individually and through their attormeys,
hereby agres to the following procedures and requirements regarding the
relecation of residents fram the Lakefront Properties (the Olander
Homes, 3939 S. Lake Park Avenue; Olander Extension, J833 S, Lake Pa.x;k
Avenus; and the three (J) bullding complex in Lake Michigan Rames at
41st Street and lake Park) pursuant to the Caprshensive Irproverent
Assistance ngrn ("Mcdernization ProgTam®) suthorized by 42 U.S. c. S
1437(1) ard 24 C.F.R. § 968, CHA has consultad with the Presidents of
the local Building Councils of the Lakefront Properties and they agree
to suppoct this N;:mnt

By entry into this Marmcorandum of Accord the partlies hereto
agres to cxply with all tamms and conditions set forth herein, agree to -
cocperate and support implerentation of this Merorandum of Accord ans
hercby acknowledge that subsun_:ial breach of this Agreement shall be
enforceable by a party hersto pursuant to any existing administrative or
legal remedy aut.horiu.d by law.
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~ordingly, the parties heredy dvee as follows;

1. The parties support and vill wren adoption by the o
Board of Directors at thelr May Board Meeting of thls Memorandin of
Accard and the first six recamerdations previously made by the
Lakefrent Properties Task Force reqarding the proposed rehabilitation,

These six recarmendaticons are attached herets as‘Apperdix 1 ard are
incorporatad herein,

2. The parties support the proposed rehabilitation of these
propesrties and recognize that all familles will have to b- moved at
lease once in order that the rehabilitation can be campletad,

J. Because same families will not be able to be moved to other
CGHA developrents (e.g. large family, no unit available), or that same
families will not be able to be relocated under the Section 8 progran,
(e.g., landlords wwilling to rent to families with teenage children},
the parties agree upon a phased relocation proposal, To determine how
units within the Lakefront Properties will be made available during
rehabilitation, the following priorities shall be adoptad:

(a) first priority for spartrents will be
qivu: to current lease holders who satisfy GHA
eligibility criteria and vio are hand{capped or
w0 are sariously 111 or who have handicapped
cT :nria'nly 111 fanily membecs;
| (b) second priority shall be given to
families that are eligible for ¢ bedrcam or

larger size units under GHA cccupancy qQuidelines;
(e) third priority shall be given to

fanilles with minor children atove the age of 14;
(d) fourth priority shall be given to

#_—__'_—____I'-f
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d- ales vith alnor children 14 yuo , of *e
OF younger facing unusual housing Alfficultles,
€.9., day care needs for children of working mother;
(8) all other units shall be pricritized ¢
families requesting to stay in the Lakefront
Properties based upen seniority to be fetermined
by the dats that the original dwelling lease vas
signed by the family;
(£) fardlles \-h: wish to remain in the Lakefrone
Properties during rehabilitation shall be allowed
to do 50 consistent with the above priorities, 1f
the number of available vacant units {s not sufficient
to house all families who have requestad to remain in
the Lakefront Properties those families vho cannot be
accammodated will be offered apartments at the Wells/
Washington developments, and all other GA develop=
ments, to the extant that units are available to all

other risidentn

' (g) no GHA apartrents shall be offersd to affected
residents as relocation housing in ®as is® conditicnm,
All units under the program offered m.rnwenu ruse
satiafy stats, city and federal requlations regarding

health and safety. No resident will be asked to rove

[ S

to a unit which is not properly repaired or brought wp
. to ccde standard, ] .
i, T ticilitats the prased rehabilisation and relcsation,
the parties recognize that security considerations may require the
taporary removal of fixtures fram vacant apumis. However, the
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reoval of A {irtures shall ot elininats  at spartrent from
subsequently belng made tarporarily avallable to house familles wo
remain In the Lakefront Properties during rehabilitatien,

S. The increasing Vacancy rata in the property r@ku that
CA provide additional security reasures in the develogrent,
include: ‘

These may

(a) additicnal security perscnnel at the
bulldings) :
(b) access to monthly reports indicating
the number, nature and building locatien of
alleged Incidents; ard
(e) establishment of a security *hotline®
or othar sarvice to be made available to
residents, o —
T T 6. A families vho currantly rasdde i tha: Lasalroot o
Properties and all familles who have moved cut of the Lakefrent
Properties since Octcber 1, 1985 in connection with the proposed
rehabilitation, shall have the right to return as a tenant in the
ukétrm: Prop:n’.lcs after the rehabilitation is curpletad except those

tenantss

o?

~"

—

Kd uhobecausc of incame or family come
cosition are no longer quilified for GRAy
(b) who pricr to their moving out of the

Lakefront Properties had a court eviction order
terminate their right to cq\thuo to cccupancy \
in Qv

J :(c) who are evicted for “gocd cause® as
set forth at 24 C.F.R, § 966.4(1) (1) or other

#___*
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ous violations of thelir lease ing
the paricd of relecation;

who are relecated outside of Gin )

duxinq the pericd of rehabilitation
but who have camittad acts, during the
pericd of rehabilitation, which constituts
4 threat to the health and safety of other
7 —(n w@: «ployees as that tarm is

defined in OA Administrative Ciroular 1798,

Provided, howaver, that families who are

determined Lneligible to retwn based upon

such charge shall be entitled to written

notice and a hearing to challenge such

determination as set forth in GHA Adminis-

trative Clreular 1797;

(e) who left G owing rent and who

after a reasonable cpportunity to resolve

any account balance refuse or are unable to
’ resolve any rent arrearage.

7. CHA shall provide all residents with all relccation
benefits and assistance required by federal law according to standards
sat footh urder the WNiform Relocation Assistance Act at 24 C.F.R, Part
42, in both moving out of the Lakefront Properties and moving back into
the properties after rehabilitation. Families vho elect to ptmlfwtly
relocate under the Section 8 program shall be furnished with Section 8

cu‘tiuca.u for the fullest term authorized by law,
8. In consideration of the Aqresment by CHA to adopt and

camit to carply with the above procedures, the LCD agrces to provice

r__x
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nxvzsxn AGREENZNT nannm FORXER RESIDENTS
" OF TEEX LAXEFRONT FROPBRTIES AMD T
THE FUTURE USE OF 'mou PROPERTIZS

The Partias hereto enter this Agreement based upon a chared
. racognition and understanding that the rehabilitation of the tour
remaining Lakefront Properties, hereinafter -identified, is .
neither desirable nor appropriate. The parties do share a ccnnon
goal of providing suitable housing choices to the former
residents of the lakefront Properties, including the choice to
. move back into the North xgnwood - Oakland coununity r

The Chicago Housing Authority (caA) and the Laxozront

Comnunity Organization (LCO), which is thc ‘sole reprasentativa of

the displaced ‘Lakefront tenant families', by their duly
- authorized rcproscntatxven and attorneys, hertby aqroo as

- follows:

T Tho CHA.shall innediat Hgnapply to thc Departmant of
Aousing and Urban Development (" ") for permission to damolish
the four Lakefront Properties that have not been rehabilitated,
razely the 453 units in the three building complex known as Lake
Michigan Homes located at 1130 East 41st Street, 1132 Bast 42nd

Street and 4155 Scuth Lake Park, comprising HUD Project No. 2-41;

and the 151 units in the building located at 4040 Cakenwald -
Street, part ot HUD Project No.. 2-34, Washinqton Pazk Sones.-L

: 2. . In conjunction vith its denoliticn apylication(l),
will snbnxt to HUD replacement housing plans, as required by 42
U.S.C. 1437p(b) (3) and 24 CFR 970.11, for the provision of M

. ‘replacement housinq units for each public housing unit to be .

denmoclished under its application(s). . The replacement housan

. plans. vill_pzpvid- for the acquicxtion or deVQIOpnept of"

1 The 'displaccd Lakefront tenant :anilzes" neans*v"

: (i) all p.rsons who vere :esiding at the six Lakefront

. properties (i.e., 3939 §. Lake Park Avcnue, 3983 S. Lake Park .

- Avenue, 4040 S. Oakenwald Street, 1130 E. 41st Street, 4155 S.

. Lake Park Avenue and 1132 E. 42nd Street) as of October" 1, 1985
~ ‘and who were displaced by the proposed Lakefront properties % i

. rehabilitation project, except that “displaced lakefront tenant .

- families™ does mot include those tenant families who are - -
leaseholders: at Lake FParc. Place on the date of thzs aqreenent:

e (11) tho follcvzng tnnant famzlias who :.sided at 4040
Oakenwald Street from November, 1986 to November, 1991 and vho 4
vere temporarily rslocated to Lake Parc Place in 1991 and vhose

names are lzated on attachment A beretc.

g EXHIBIT B
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scattered site Public housing‘units and the provision of Sect
8 certificates. , _ _P A .  . %cn

; 3. No demclition of the four remaining Lakefront properties
. shall commence until: (a) EUD bas entered binding funding
. commitments with CHA for the purposes set forth in paragraphs 4
and 5 of this Agreement; (b) tka City of Chicago and CHA have
_-identified, and CHA has cbtained site control of, sufficient
sites, which are acceptable to ICO, to devalop 141 units of
.. public housing in accordance.with paragraph 6 of this Agreement;
. and (c) the United States District Court has entered (i) an .
- appropriate order permitting construction or rehabilitation of
- public housing under paragraphs 4 and 6 of this Agreexment and
(ii) an appropriate order amending CHA's tenant selection and K
-. assignnent plan to permit priority cccupancy rights to units =
.. --developed under paragraphs 4, S and 6 ¢f this Agreement to .
.. displaced Lakefront tenant families. = If the conditions set
_ forth in this paragraph 3 and in paragraph 15 below are " =
satisfied, CHA shall demolish'the four remaining Lakefront =
‘properties. . - - . . Lt T b s
© ' 4. The CHA, through the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver, '~
. subject only to satisfaction of the conditions set forth in
-paragraphs 3(a) and 3(c) (1) of this Agreement, shall build .
- approximately 100 units, but not less than 80 units, of public
- housing and shall build or otherwise provide n_connunitz center
- .on sites owned or otherwise provided by CHA as part of its - .
~ ‘Lakefront properties, including the 4040 Oakenwald building. .
" CHA, through the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver, shall apply to the
City of Chicago Zoning Board of Appeals foTr a variance or special
use vhich would permit construction of the community canter, and -

. shall appeal, if varranted by counsel for CHA -or LCO, any

" determination that prohibits construction of the community -

center. CHA and the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver shall consult -
and attempt to reach agreement with LCO in all matterl.regardi;q TR

the community center and shall provide 1CO with office space
the community center. L EON ey NP T
. 's. subject only to satisfaction of the conditions set forth
.in paragraphs 3(a) of this Agreement, the CHA, through the .
" - Gautreaux-appointed Receiver_ and/or the Joint Venture, shall
build or rehabilitate not less than 200 scattered site units in
.. communities of the City of Chicago other than.North Kenwood= .-
- Oakland on sites yhich are acceptable to LCO. L
: . 6. . The CHA, subject only to satisfaction of the conditions
‘set forth in paragraph 3(b) and 3(c) (i) of this Agreement, shall .
. ‘bPuild 141 units of scattered site housing (new or rehabilitated), -

already funded pursuant to the Gautreaux Consent Decree, in the
. . North Kenwood - Oakland community. These units will ba developed
."by the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venture,
primarily on CHA owned vacant land and City of Chicago owned .
2



_ basis, all units developed under paragraphs 4, 5 and 6§ of this

sxtcs, which are acceptahlo to Leo.

7. CHA shall apply to HUD for three hundred and tvo (302)
Section 8 certificates for use as replacezent housing. In the
event CHA's Section 8 replacement housing application is not
. funded by HUD, either in whole or in part, CHA will make

‘available up to 302 Section 8 certificates from its own invontory
" of Section 8 certificates to meet the replacement housinq n.ods‘

of displaced Lakefront tanant tamilics.

. 8. Snbject to the court order discussed in paraqraph A
3(c)(ii) of this Agreement, CHA sghall offer, on a first priority
Agreenent and all Section 8 certificates provided under par:qraph ~
.7 of this Agreement, (up to a combined maximum of 604 .units and
cartificates), to eligible displaced lLakefront tenant taailios. . iF
Eligible families are all displaced Lakafront tcnant tanilics :

‘except those. ) _'
. '(a) who because of ;ncomo are no lonqer cliqiblc tor cna |
houszng,, ; . ‘

- (b) who prior to novznq out of the Laknfrant Propertinc
vere subject to a written eviction order te:ninatinq thoir right

- to continuod occupancy at CEA:

(c) who have been evicted from public bouling Zo: 'qcod = %

causae™ as set forth at 24 CFR Section 966.4(1) (3) or other - ,
‘serious vielatien ot thoir lease durzng the period of :clocationh.-

; (d) "who have bean relocated ocutside of CHEA housing but who, '
' durzng the period of relecation, have been convicted of a felony
invelving physical violence to persona or crimas against property

- that adversely affact the health, safety or velfare of other -

' persons or the misdemeanors of aggravated assault, unlavtul use

ot a weapon, battery or. crzminal danage to p:ope:ty: o PR

' (e) vho left CHA owing rent and who after a rtasonabl.
; opportunxty to ‘resolve any account balance refuse or are unablc '
"to resolve any rent arrearage within a roascnablo tino ot any .

deternination o: 1neligibility. B o Ehs

1’- " Any displaced LakKefront tenant fanxly dat-rninod eo be
“ineligible foxr replacement housing pursuant to the provisions of
‘this paragraph will be entitled to appeal the determination of
inelxgibillty ‘to a comnittee conposed -of ‘three members chosen bY
10 and three members chosen by CHA. - This committee shall have
"access to -all relevant documents that led to the finding of :
ineligibility, shall consider any evidence of . rthabilitaticn of
. the tenant family or any evidence of the tenant family's .-
Villlngneas to participate in social service or other appropriatl
counse11nq corvice programs, and shall be enpoveted to wazv. anY

t

-1



" ‘.. progranm. .-

4 .

or all rent arxrearages for good cause shown and to egtablish a
reagonable installn.at paynent plan. . ;

- . This counxttee shall init;ally screen the tenants who shall
reside in the housing to be provided under thig Revised

Agreement. After initial occupancy is completed the committee

. shall be expanded to nine (9) members, with the threse (3) »
additional members to be selected from the residents who will

resida in the new housan to be built under this Rcviaed d

Agreenment.

" 9. Up to a maximum ot 604 eligible d;splaccd lakefront
tenant fanilies shall be afforded either their first or their
-second housing choice pursuant to paragraph 8 of this Agreement.
CHA, through its tenant selection and assigrment procedurs, shall
maintain a parity in the occupancy of public housing units ‘
developed pursuant to paragraph 4 of this Agreenment between
eligible low income and very low income families, as those terms
..are defined in 24 CFR Section 913.102.. In the event that CHA's
' obligation to afford up to 604 Bisplaced Lakefront tenant -

° “families with either their first or second housing choices cannot
'be reconciled with CHA's obligation to maintain a parity in the
occupancy of public housing units, as required by this paragraph, .

CEA and LCOO vill negotiatc a nutually aqreeablc ancndncnt to this

'Agreenent.

7 10.. €EA lhall negot;atl and attcnpt to raach aqraenent vith- ’
the LCO with respect to all matters involving the displaced =~ .

. Lakefront tenant families, including but not limited to aqreenent'
with the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venture

. relative to the site selection and design of all housing units

" ‘constructed, rehabilitated or othervise made available. for - -

* occupancy pu:suant to the teras of this Agreement and with CHA
. relative to the management and operation of all housing units

. constructed, rehabilitated or othervise made available ror :

- eccupancy pursuant to the terns of this Aqrecnent. f, A

11, CHA, vith the assistance of 1C0, shall conduct an .
aggressive outreach campaign to contact eligible displaced -
" Lakefront tenant families in order to determine whether they wish
.0 avail .themselves of the housing opportunities being provided -

' under this Agreement. 'CHA and ICO shall enter a side agrecnant .

' 'setting forth the timing, scope and terme of the outreach . .
A bar date will be fixed after which there will be no

" further right to replacement housing under this Agreement.: . -

. Consistent with the outreach program developed by and agreed to.

by CHA and LCO, CHA will make all reascnable efforts to locate
,-dzsplaced Lakefront tonant fanilies up to the bar date. - - :

: 12. All dxsplaced Lakctront tenant Zanilies vho cvaii
. themselves of the replacement housing ocpportunities being 3
p:cvided under paragraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7 of this Agreenent L

4
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.training for interested residents regarding management and

shall be moved by CHA, at CHA's ixpcnse, or paid by CHA the~
amcunt of actual, reascnable moving costs, including the actual,
reasonablo costs of utility tcconnectzen.

' i3. Thc Gautreaux-appointed Re»exver shall cemply vith
Section 3 requirements in the demolition and coastruction -

‘identified in the Agreement, and shall work with CHA and LCO in

identifying members of displaced lLakefront tenant families as

. @ligible for training and exmployment opportunities pursuant to

Section 3. CHA, directly or through its agent, shall provide

Se

operation of the replacement housing units b.an prcvided

f'pu:suant to’ tnis Agtaement. g

g 14. BY siqninq this docuncnt, Lco and CHA h-rcby Aqro. €hat .
this Revised Agresezent replaces and supplants the Memorandum of

Accord entered into on May 27, 1986. However, if the conditiens

.set forth in paragraph 3 of this Agreement for demolition of the
- four remaining Lakefront properties are.not satisfied by January
"1, 1996, ICO may give CHA seven days notice of its intent to

" declare.a breach-bdf this Agreement. If those conditions are not

satisfied within that seven day notice pericd, ICO may declare a
breach of this Agraenent. Upen such a declaration of breach, .

" this Revised Agreement ghall"be null and veid, and the terms and
conditions of the original Henorandun of Accord datcd May 27,v g

-',;[_1985 ;hall be reinstated.

. 15..The 'constructicn or rehabilitat;on of the replaccncnt 3

. set forth in paragraph 3 of this Agreement for demolition of the .
four remaining lLakefront properties and shall be completed vithin'

‘a reasonable time, as that term is defined by current

'.hduuing required under paragraphs 5 and 6 of this Agreement shall
commence within ten months after satisfaction of the conditions

construction .industry standards for the typae of construction andA

‘or rehabilitation of the replacement housing required under

;"paragraphs 5 and 6 of this Agreement has not commenced within ten

months after satisfaction of the conditions set forth in
paragraph 3 of this Agreement for demolition of the four .

"renaininq Lakefront properties or xa not completed vithin ten

. months thereafter, LCO shall give CHA
intent to declare a brcach of this Agreement prior *o institutinq

”_'any suik ba enforce tne terns o! this Agreement. . Al

"sixty days notice of its

16. cna's entry 1nto thxs Revised Agrecnent in th. contoxt

"of the unigue circumstances involving the displacement and . _

relocation of the former residents of the lLakefront Properties.

- shall not be deemed a precedont with respect to the relocation

"'jand ‘replacement housing rights of other CHA tenants families who .
may be displaced and relocated from their present housing units .

as a consequence ot tuture dsmolition of CHA housing units...,

‘rehabjlitation contemplated by the agreement. If the ccnatxuctioq'



17. This aqroement shall be governed as to pertornanoo and
interpretation in accordance with the laws of the State of
Illincis. In construing the terms of this Agreement, neither CrA
nor Lco shall be deexmed the drafter of this Agreement. .

: 18. In consideration of the Agreement by the CHA to enter

into the above obligations, the ICO agrees to support CHA's
application to EUD for demolition of the lakefront Propertzc:.
Both parties to this agreement agres to comply with all terms and

#is

conditions set forth hermin, agree to cooperate and support B

" - implementation of this agreement and acknowledge that this

agreement is intended by the parties to ba a'd dinq contract
enforceable by either party Ln any court of coupotont »

jurisdiction.

" *.  19. CHA shall re;nbur:e LSO . for 311 roaoonablc expenses
.incurred by LCO members in connection with the implementation of
this Revised Agreement, including car fare and transportatiocn,

telephone and copying expenses,  Such. reimbursement shall be .

provided by CHA within 30 days"® o: subnission by Lco ot rea-onable

'.4proo£ ‘of expondituros to  CHA.

ynd

" ZXICUT!D THIS DAY OF
IN CEICAGO, ILLINOIS i Ly

.
~ ‘.

| '..'ronmm Tz?gmm%«im
" ORG. H

' cuuu oxxox, president

PERLEEN RUSK OAe/ene Rush, - . . . -
. ' -Executive Board Directer - L&, - ¢ Tihe id.
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May 13, 1996

Honorable Toni Preckwinkle
Alderman, 4 ward

4646 South Drexel Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60653

Mr. William Wilen

Legal Assistance Foundation
343 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Ms. Shirley Newsome, President
Conservation fommunity Council
4140 South Lake Park

Chicago, Illinois 60653

Dear Alderman Preckwinkle, Mr. Wilen and Ms. Newsome:

In connection with our anticipated request to Judge Aspen to
designate North Kenwood-Oakland as a Revitalizing Area and to
permit the development of public housing therein, we make the
following assurances: ° .
(1) The Receiver will use its best efforts to achieve the

development of market rate as well as public housing on

both the Lakefront and Drexel corridor sites which have
been the subject of discussion among us; and

(2) In the event that community representatives or former
Lakefront Properties tenants become dissatisfied with
the pace of progress in developing either form of
housing, Gautreaux plaintiffs' counsel and the Receiver
will support the request of either or both groups for a
hearing on that issue before the Gautreaux presiding

judge.

. Sincerely,

/4/'
exaflder Polikoff

Attorney for the Gautreaux
Plaintiff Class

Daniel Levin
Gautreaux Receiver

-—_-
i EXHIBIT C —



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.

Plaintiffs,
vs., 66 C 1459
66 C 1460
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and
HENRY CISNEROS, Secretary of (Consolidated)

Department of Housing and Urban
Development,

. Defendants.

JOINT MOTICN OF PLAINTIZ?FS8, AND DEFENDANTS
CHICAGO HOUSBING AUTHORITY AND DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, FOR AN ORDER
DESIGNATING A NORTH KENWOOD=OAKLAND REVITALIZING AREA AND
AUTHORIZING THE DEVELOPMENT OF
TERED 8IT C HOUSING UNITS
Plaintiffs, and Defendants Chicago Housing Authority and
Department of Housing and Urban Development, by their respective
attorneys, move this court for an order in the form attached
hereto:
(1) designating as the North Kenwood-Oakland Revitalizing
Area that portion of the City of Chicago that lies between
Oakwood Boulevard on the north, the Illinois Central Railroad
right-of-way on the east, 47™ Street on the south, and Cottage
Grove Avenue on the west (the *Revitalizing Area"), and
(2) authorizing the development, through new construction or
rehabilitaéion of existing buildings, of not more than 241 units
of public housing within the Revitalizing Area.
In support of this motion, the parties state as follows:

1. In 1986, the proposed Revitalizing Area contained

N T, WIS S M
-— EXHIBIT D —



approximately 1,066 family public housing units. Nine hundred
and three units were in six CHA high-rise buildings, known as the
Lakefront Properties, located along Lake Park Avenue between
Oakwood Boulevard on the north and 42™ Place on the south. Of
the remaining 163 units, 151 were in a combination of high-rise
and mid-rise buildings in CHA's washington Park homes
development, on a block bounded by 41*' Street on the north,
Drexel Boulevard on the east, Bowen AVenue on the south and
Cottage Grove Avenue on the west (the “Washington Park site®).
The remaining 12 were in a small building at 900 East 40 Street
("*the 900 Building®).

2. In 1986, CHA and the Lakefront Community Organization

(*LCO" ), representing the tenants of the Lakefront Properties,

entered into a Memorandum of Accord. A copy of the 1986
J.Memorandum of Accord is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Under the
Memorandum of Accord the tenants agreed to leave their homes
voluntarily, and CHA agreed to rehabilitate the Lakefront
Properties buildings and grant to the displaced families "the
right to return as a tenant in the Lakefront Properties after the
rehabilitation is completed.” (Y 6)

3. In 1990 and 1991, CHA extensively rehabilitated the two
northernmost Lakefront Properties high-rises, turning them into
attractive, landscaped buildings, now known as Lake Parc Place.
As authorized by Congressional legislation, CHA established a
mixed-income tenancy for Lake Parc Place, reserving half the
units for working families, i.e., families earning between 50%-

80% of the median income for the Chicago Metropolitan Area (for a

2



family of four in 15. . an income of $27,500 = $4. ,00) .

4. Also in 1990-1991, the Receiver develcped 15 new
| scattered site public housing units at 4525 South Lake Park
Avenue,

5. In 1995, while discussions were underway concerning the
remaining four Lakefront high-rises, CHA demolished the 151 units
on the Washington Park site and the 12-unit 900 Building.

6. After lengthy discussions, in September, 1995, CHA and
LCO entered into a supplemental agreement modifying the
Memorandum of Accord (“Revised Agreement"). The Revised
Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit B. The Revised Agreement
reflects a ®shared recognition and understanding that the
rehabilitation of the four remaining Lakefront Properties . . .
is neither desirable nor appropriate,” as well as a "common goal
of providing suitable housing choices to the former residents of
the Lakefront Properties, including the chocice to move batk into
- the North Kenwood-Oakland community.* (p. 1)

7 The Revised Accord provides that, instead of
rehabilitation, the four remaining high-rises, containing
approximately 603 units, should be demolished. (§1) The Revised
Accord provides further that replacement housing for the
demolished units should take the following form: (1) up to 241
units in North Kenwood-0Oakland, including 80-100 units on the
site of the to-be-demolished Lakefront high-rises and an
additional 141 units scattered throughout the area, including on
the Washington Park site; (2) 200 additional units outside of

North Kenwood=-Oakland; and (3) up to 302 Section 8 certificates.
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(194-7)

8. The Revised Accord also provides that CHA shall achieve
a mixed-income occupancy of the 80-100 new units on the site of
the Lakefront high-rises by maintaining a *parity ... between
"eligible low income [50-80% of median income) and very low income
families...." (99) Finally, the Revised Accord provides that the
displaced Lakefront tenant families should have first priority,
subject to Court approval, to all of the replacement units. (g8)

' 9. Movants believe the replacement housing provisions in
the Revised Accord are appropriate and desirable for a number of
reasons. First, the proposed demolition and replacement housing
would complete a radical transformation of public housing in the
Revitalizing Area. The number of family public housing units in
the Revitalizing Area would be reduced by approximately 50% from
1986 levels, i.e., from 1,066 to 538, In addition, the
concentration of the remaining units would be greatly reduced.
The family units in the Revitalizing Area would be privately
managed and in mixed-income configurations.

10. Second, the proposed Revitalizing Area satisfies the
Gautreaux ‘revitalizing® criteria, and would therefore be an
appropriate location for the provision of low-rise public
"housing. The revitalizing character of the area is evidenced by
the followihg:

- Major ongoing efforts by institutional actors,
including the City and the Fund For Comnunity
Redevelopment and Revitalization (which is funded by
the MacArthur Foundation), to bring about
revitalization in North Kenwood-Oakland;

- An increasingly active private residential real estate
market in the Revitalizing Area, including the

&



constructiop of new, market rate housing, and plans to
develop additional market rate housing;

- Substantial and increasing investment by residents of
the Revitalizing Area in home repair and
rehabilitation;

- sgeady increases in the number and value of bank loans
w;thin~the Revitalizing Area:;

- New commercial development, both completed and planned,
along 47" street;

- Substantial efforts to improve area schools, including
two new public schools planned to open in the
Revitalizing Area in September, 1996;

- Comnunity amenities favoring continuation of the
already=-occurring revitalization, including a choice
lakefront location, excellent access to transportation,
and ample available land for development at reasonable
prices; and

- Burgeoning development in nearby areas, particularly
South Kenwood.

11. Movants are authorized to represent to the Court that
the Receiver supports this motion and that the City of Chicago
has no objection thereto.

12. Proposals to locate new public housing in the
Revitalizing Area have been the subject of several meetings of
community residents. The community is divided respecting the
development of new public housing in the area, with some
residents in support and many others opposed.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, and Defendants Chicago Housing
Authority and the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
request the Court to enter an order in the form attached hereto,
(1) designating as the North Kenwood-Oakland Revitalizing Area
that portion of the City of Chicago that lies between Oakwood

Boulevard on the north, the Illinois Central Railrocad right-of-



Minute Order Form 106/97)

United Stu. :s District Court, Northern Disi. .ct of Illinois

Name of Assigned Judge
or Magistrate Judge

Sitting Judge if Other

Marvin Aspen
than Assigned Judge

Docketing to mail notices.

Mail AO 450 form. docketing deputy initials

Copy to judge/magistrate judge.

12/10/1998
date mailed notice
courtroom
GL dep}.lty's GL
initials

Date/time received in

central Clerk’s Office mailing deputy initials

CASE NUMBER 66 C 1459 DATE 12/10/1998
CASE Gautreaux’ vs. CHA
TITLE
[In the following box (a) indicate the party filing the motion, e.g., plaintiff, defendant, 3rd party plaintff, and (b) state briefly the

MOTION: nature of the motion being presented.] )

DOCKET ENTRY:

(1) a Filed motion of [ use listing in “Motion” box above.]

(2) a Brief in support of motion due

(3) 0 Answer brief to motion due . Reply to answer brief due

(4) a Ruling/Hearing on set for at

(5) a Status hearing[held/continued to] [set for/re-set for] on set for at

(6) a Pretrial conference[held/continued to] [set for/re-set for] on set for at

(7 O Trial[set for/re-set for] on at

(8) a [Bench/Jury trial] [Hearing] held/continued to at

9) O This case is dismissed [with/without] prejudice and without costs[by/agreement/pursuant to]

O FRCP4(m) (O General Rule21 O FRCP41(a)(1) O FRCP41(a)(2).

(100 ®W [Other docket entry] ~ The Organization’s emergency motion to intervene (0-1) is denied. The
Organization’s motions for temporary restraining order and (0-1 & 0-2) and for preliminary injunction
are denied as moot.

(1) =m [For further detail see order on the reverse side of the original minute order.]

No notices required, advised in open court. Document
: Number
No notices required. S
P4 Notices mailed by judge’s staff.
Notified counsel by telephone. i iy




(Reserved for use by the Court)

ORDER

Lakefront Community Organization (the Organization) has asked for permission to intervene in
this case and, if we grant that request, for an order to halt the CHA's planned demolition of the so-
called "Lakefront Buildings." Both of these motions stem from a 1995 agreement between the
Organization and the CHA which appears to prohibit the CHA from demolishing those buildings before
it satisfies certain conditions - conditions with which the CHA now admits it has only "substantially
complied.”

A motion to intervene must be "timely," according to FED. R. Civ. P. 24(a) and (b), and so we
consider (1) for how long the Organization has known of its interest in this case; (2) how our granting
the motion after this delay would hurt the parties already before us; (3) how badly our denial of the
motion could hurt the Organization; and (4) any unusual circumstances. See City of Bloomington v.
Westinghouse Elec. Corp., 824 F.2d 531 (7th Cir. 1987). These factors cut sharply against the
Organization. The CHA's Executive Director informed the Organization of the CHA’s plans to demolish
the buildings on June 2, 1998, by a letter in which he stated that the CHA believed that it had
discharged its obligations under the 1995 agreement. The Organization did not even secure legal
representation until November 2, and it did not move to intervene until November 23, almost six months
later and less than three weeks before the December 12 demolition date. A six month delay might be
harmless in some cases, but it is not when a demolition is in the works: the CHA informs us that part
of its preparation was to render the buildings structurally unsound, a situation which presents immediate
safety (and perhaps liability) concerns.

The Organization’s emergency motion to intervene is denied.* It is so ordered.

T

* Had we allowed the Organization’s motion to intervene, we would have denied on the merits its emergency
motions for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.

‘apartment of Housing and Urban
s2velopment,

)
Plaintiffs, )
)
vs. ) 66 C 1459
) 66 C 1460
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and — )
HINRY CISNERCS, Secretary of ) (Consolidated)
)
)
)

Defendants.

ORDE

This matter coming to be héard on the Joint Motion of
Plaintiffs, and Defendants Chicago Housing Authority and
Department of Housing and Urban Development, for an order
designating a North Kenwood-Cakland Revitalizing Area and
permitting development of family public housing units therein,
and the Court having heard presentations cpncerning the proposed
order; and |

The Receiver, Daniel Levin and The Habitat Company, having
represented to the Court that they have examined the proposal
respecting the appropriate number of public housing units to be
provided therein and the conditions to be made applicable
thereto, and that they support the Joint Motion; and

The Court being cognizant that the principal remedial
purpose of the orders previously entered in these consolidated
cases has been and is to provide plaintiff class families with

desegregated housing opportunities; and

The Court also being cognizant that on occasion it has

| AT R W ST, 5,
— EXHIBIT E —_—



permitted public or assisted housing to be provided in census
tracts not within the General public Housing Area upon a
sufficient showing of "revitalizing®" circumstances such that a
responsible forecast of economic integration, with a longer term
possibility of racial desegregation, could be made; and

The Court being of the view that such a forecast can be made
with respect to the North Kean;a-Oakland Revitalizing Area if
zhe terms and conditions of this order are met:

Now, therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1. The Court designates as the Nofth Renwood-0Oakland
Revitalizing Area (“Revitalizing Area") that portion of the City
of Chicago that lies between Oakwood Boulevard on the‘north, the
Illinois Central Railroad right-of-way on the east, 47™ Street
on the south, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west:;

2. The Receiver, previously appointed by the Court to .
develop scattered site public housing on behalf of the defendant,
Chicago Housing Authority, shall be free to develop, through new
construction or rehabilitation of existing buildings, up to 241
units of public housing within the Revitalizing Area, subject to
the following conditions:

a) No more than 100 units of public housing shall be

' developed on CHA-owned land that is the site of
CHA's Lakefront high-rise buildings (the area
bounded by 40%" Street on the north, the Illinois
Central Railroad right-of-way on the east, 42™

Place on the south, and Lake Park Avenue on the

west) .



b) No more than approximately 50 units of public
housing shall be developed on the site of the
demolished Washington Park buiidings (the CHA-
owned property bounded by 41%*' Street on the
north, Drexel Avenue on the east, Cottage Grove
Avenue on the west, and Bowen Avenue on the south)
ané adjacent property.

<) Thé balance of such units of public housing within
the Revitalizing Area, in addition to those
referréd to in subparagraphs (a) and (b) above,
shall be developed on other sites distributed
throughout the Revitalizing Area.

d) One-half of the public housing units developed

~ pursuant to subparagraphs (a) and (b)'above shall
be occupied by families whose incomes are in the
range of 50-80% of the median income in the
Chicago Metropolitan Area, and such units shall be
geographically distributed approximately evenly
among the units developed pursuant to

subparagraphs (a) and (b).

3. The CHA Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan previously
'approved by this Court shall be modified to afford eligible
displaced Lakefront tenant families, as defined in the "Revised
Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront Properties
‘and the Future Use of Those Properties," dated September 22,

1995, between CHA and the Lakefront Community Organization, first



priority to all public housing units developed pursuant to
subparagraphs 2(a), (b) and (c) of this Order, subject only to

the provisions of subparagraph 2(d) of this Order.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION
DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al. )
)
Plaintiffs, ) 66 C 1459
)
V. ) Hon. Marvin E. Aspen
)
)
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and ) L SR S
JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director, ) i e
)
Defendants. )

NOTICE OF MOTION

TO: Counsel on attached service list

On February 23, 1999 at 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard, the
Lakefront Community Organization shall appear before the Honorable Marvin E. Aspen of the United
States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois in Room 2548 at 219 S. Dearborn Street,
Chicago, IL, or before any other judge in his place, and shall then and there present the attached
SECOND MOTION OF THE LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION TO
INTERVENE, copies of which are herewith served upon you.

C NaTou F@L

One of Movant s Attomeys

Richard M. Wheelock

Diana White

Lawrence Wood

Charles Petrof

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 W. Jackson, 3™ floor

Chicago, IL 60604

312/341-1070



Certificate of Service

I, Charles R. Petrof, an attorney, certify that I caused a copy of Lakefront Community
Organization’s MOTION TO INTERVENE to be served upon the counsel on the attached service
list by depositing the same in the U.S. mail at 111 W. Jackson, Chicago, Illinois 60604 with proper
postage prepaid on February 12, 1999.

Service List

Jerome M. Butler Alex Polikoff

Chicago Housing Authority BPI

Office of General Counsel 17 E. Monroe, Suite 212
200 W. Adams, Suite 2100 Chicago, IL 60603

Chicago, IL 60606
Michael L. Shakman
Barry A. Miller
Edward W. Feldman
Miller, Shakman, Hamilton, Kurtzon &
Schlifke
208 S. LaSalle St., Suite 1100
Chicago, IL 60604



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., )
)

Plaintiffs, ) 66 C 1459
)

V. ) Hon. Marvin E. Aspen

)
)
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and )
JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director, )
)
Defendants. )

SECOND MOTION OF THE
LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION TO INTERVENE

The Lakefront Community Organization (“LCO”), by its attorneys of the Legal Assistance
Foundation of Chicago, moves this Court for leave to intervene in order to assert the claims set
forth in its proposed complaint, a copy of which is attached hereto. In support of this motion,
LCO attaches its Memorandum in Support of its Motion to Intervene and states as follows:

1. On November 23, 1998 the LCO filed a motion to intervene for the purpose of
halting the scheduled December 12, 1998 demolition of four vacant public housing high rises,
because the CHA had not fulfilled its commitment under a 1995 agreement with the LCO to build
more than 300 units of replacement housing before the vacant buildings were demolished.

2. On December 10, 1998 this court denied the LCO’s motion to halt the demolition
because it was not timely filed.

3. The CHA subsequently demolished the buildings on the scheduled date.



Oakenwald, 1130 East 41" Street, 4155 South Lake Park, and 1132 East 42™ Street (hereinafter
“the Lakefront Buildings™). See 1995 Agreement, attached hereto as Exhibit B.

10. Paragraphs 3-6 and 15 of the 1995 Agreement conditioned CHA’s right to
demolish these buildings on its having (a) secured land and/or funds for the construction of 341
off-site replacement housing units, and (b) completed construction on these units. After the
Lakefront Buildings were demolished, the CHA was also obligated to build 100 replacement units
back on site.

11.  Although the CHA built only 68 off-site units, it demolished the Lakefront
Buildings on December 12, 1998.

12 Demolishing these buildings before satisfying the preconditions to demolition
constituted a clear violation of the terms of the 1995 Agreement. See Exhibit B, §{ 3-6 and 15.

13.  LCO now seeks an order requiring CHA to perform its obligations under the 1995
Agreement by completing construction on all 441 units of replacement housing within the next ten
months.

14. In an order entered by this Court on June 3, 1996, this Court authorized the
construction of 241 units of replacement housing in the North Kenwood/Oakland neighborhood,
including 100 units back on-site. This Court also oversees the implementation of the scattered
site program, under which 200 additional replacement units are to be built on sites throughout
Chicago pursuant to the 1995 Agreement. Families displaced from the Lakefront Buildings have
first priority for all 441 units. The LCO, as the representative of those families, now seeks CHA
compliance with the 1995 Agreement upon which this Court’s June 13, 1996 order was

predicated, including a court-ordered construction schedule for the replacement units. As such,



the LCO should be granted permission to intervene as a matter of right, or, in the alternative,
should be granted permissive intervention since there are common questions of fact and law
between the LCO’s claims and the Gautreaux litigation.

15.  The LCO is not a party to the Gautreaux litigation, is not represented by either
party, and has interests that are distinct from the interests of both parties.

16. The CHA is adverse to the LCO, in that it has breached the 1995 Agreement, as
described above. The Gautreaux plaintiffs’ are not signatories to the 1995 Agreement and

therefore are not the proper parties to enforce the terms of the agreement.

WHEREFORE, the LCO moves this Court to permit it to intervene for the purpose of
filing the attached complaint against the CHA.

Respectfully submitted,

One of LCO’s Attorneys

Richard M. Wheelock

Diana White

Charles Petrof

Lawrence Wood

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 W. Jackson, 3" floor

Chicago, IL 60604

312/341-1070



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION
DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al., )
)
Plaintiffs, )
) 66 C 1459
V. )
) Honorable Marvin E. Aspen
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and )
JOSEPH SHULDINER, Executive Director, )
)
Defendants. )

INTERVENOR LAKEFRONT COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION’S COMPLAINT

L PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. The intervenor, Lakefront Community Organization (hereinafter “LCQO”),
represents the former tenants of 3939 South Lake Park Avenue, 3983 South lake Park Avenue,
4040 South Oakenwald, 1130 East 41" Street, 4155 South Lake Park, and 1132 East 42™ Street
(hereinafter “Lakefront Properties™).

2. These tenants were moved out of the Lakefront Properties in 1985. For the next
ten years they waited for the Chicago Housing Authority (hereinafter “CHA”) to rehabilitate the
buildings, as it had promised to do in a written contract (hereinafter “the 1986 Agreement”). A
copy of this Agreement is attached as Exhibit A.

| In 1995, LCO and CHA entered into a new written contract (hereinafter “the 1995
Agreement”), which gave CHA the right to demolish the four buildings located at 4040 South
Oakenwald, 1130 East 41 Street, 4155 South Lake Park, and 1132 East 42™ Street (hereinafter

““the Lakefront Buildings”). A copy of the 1995 Agreement is attached as Exhibit B.



4. Paragraphs 3-6 and 15 of the 1995 Agreement conditioned CHA’s right to
demolish these buildings on its having (a) secured land and/or funds for the construction of 34]
off-site replacement housing units, and (b) completed construction on these units. After the
Lakefront Buildings were demolished, the CHA was also obligated to build 100 replacement units
back on site.

5. Although the CHA built only 68 off-site units, it demolished the Lakefront
Buildings on December 12, 1998.

6. Demolishing these buildings before satisfying the preconditions to demolition
constituted a clear violation of the terms of the 1995 Agreement. See Exhibit B, 4 3-6 and 15.

7. LCO now seeks an order requiring CHA to perform its obligations under the 1995
Agreement by completing construction on all 441 units of replacement housing within the next
twenty months.

I JURISDICTION AND VENUE

8. This Court has jurisdiction over LCO’s claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331
and 1367.

9. Venue in this judicial district is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).

III. PARTIES

10.  LCOis a non-profit organization incorporated in 1985 to represent the interests of

the tenants who were moved out of the Lakefront Buildings. As the sole representative of these

tenants, LCO has negotiated with CHA and entered into both the 1986 and 1995 Agreements.



11. Defendant CHA is an Illinois municipal corporation, created and existing under the
Housing Authorities Act, 310 ILCS 10/1 ez seq. It is also a Public Housing Agency administering
federally subsidized and assisted low rent housing within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. § 1437.

12.  Defendant Joseph Shuldiner is CHA’s executive director. He is charged with
establishing and implementing CHA'’s policies, including those related to the demolition of CHA
housing.

13.  The Habitat Company and Daniel E. Levin (The Habitat Company’s chief
executive officer) jointly serve as the court-appointed Receiver in this action. By this Court’s
order of August 14, 1987, the Receiver has responsibility for all future CHA non-elderly public
housing development programs which may be authorized by United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) during the pendency of this action.

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

14.  On May 27, 1986, CHA and LCO (and other parties) entered into the 1986
Agreement, which set forth a procedure for vacating and rehabilitating the Lakefront Properties.
Exhibit A.

15. CHA renovated two of these properties (the highrises located at 3939 and 3983
South Lake Park, Chicago, Illinois) to create Lake Parc Place.

16. CHA did not rehabilitate the other four buildings, which remained vacant after the
tenants moved out.

17.  Inor around the end of 1993 and beginning of 1994, CHA approached LCO to

negotiate a revision of the 1986 Agreement.



18. These negotiations eventually led to the 1995 Agreement, which CHA and LCO
signed on September 22, 1995 Exhibit B.
19.  This Agreement provided that CHA could demolish the Lakefront Buildings, but
only after first:
a. securing funding from HUD to build 100 public housing units on the land
where the Lakefront Buildings stood (Exhibit B, 9 3-4);
b. securing funding from HUD to build 200 scattered site units outside of the
North Kenwood-Oakland community (which is bordered by Oakwood
Boulevard on the north, the Illinois Central right-of-way on the east, 47%
Street on the south, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west) (/d. at §{ 3
and 95);
c. identifying and obtaining control of land in the North Kenwood-Oakland
community on which it could build 141 units of scattered-site housing
(/d. at 11 3 and 6);
d. obtaining permission from the United States District Court to construct
241 units in the North Kenwood-Oakland community (/d. at | 3-6); and
e. completing construction on all 341 off-site units. (7d. at §{ 3 and 5-6).
20. On May 13, 1996, Alexander Polikoff (attorney for the Gautreaux plaintiff class)
and Daniel Levin (Habitat’s chairman) sent a letter to William Wilen, then employed by the Legal
Assistance Foundation of Chicago and acting as attorney for LCO, stating that if the former
Lakefront tenants became dissatisfied with the pace of development of the North

Kenwood/Oakland replacement housing, the Gautreaux plaintiffs’ counsel and the Receiver would



support a request by the former Lakefront tenants for a hearing in front of the presiding
Gautreaux judge on that issue. A copy of this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C,

21. On May 22, 1996, CHA and the Gautreaux plaintiffs filed a joint motion to obtain
permission from this Court to build or rehabilitate 241 units of public housing in the North
Kenwood-Oakland community. Exhibit D.

22.  The Court granted this motion on June 3, 1996. Exhibit E.

23.  Obtaining permission from this Court to construct 241 units in the North
Kenwood-Oakland community is the only precondition to demolition that CHA has satisfied.

24. It has satisfied none of the other conditions set forth above in { 18.

25. Nevertheless, on December 12, 1998, CHA demolished all four Lakefront
Buildings.

26.  CHA has willfully breached the terms of the 1995 Agreement by demolishing the
Lakefront Buildings before satisfying the preconditions for demolition.

27.  LCO has no adequate remedy at law because money damages will not make the
former tenants of the Lakefront Buildings whole. In the 1995 Agreement, CHA promised to build
new public housing — something that is unique in character. Furthermore, it will be difficult (if not
impossible) to determine the amount of damages to which LCO is entitled as a result of CHA’s
breach.

WHEREFORE, LCO prays that this Honorable Court:

A Enter a binding order requiring CHA, The Habitat Company, and Daniel

Levin to do the following within the next ten months:



Secure funding from HUD to build 100 public housing units on the

land where the Lakefront Buildings stood;

2. Secure funding from HUD to build 200 scattered site units outside
of the North Kenwood-Oakland community:

3. Identify and obtain control of land in the North Kenwood-Oakland
community on which it can build 141 units of scattered-site
housing; and

4. Complete construction of the 441 replacement units and the
community center pursuant to J{ 3-6 of the 1995 Agreement;

& Comply with § 13 of the 1995 Agreement providing for the
employment and training of displaced families in connection with
the construction identified in the 1995 Agreement.

B. Grant such other relief as may be proper and just.

Richard Wheelock
Diana White
Lawrence Wood
Charles Petrof

Respectfully submitted,
=7 7)
/ -
c// : -4

e “F = ,
_One of the attorneys for the intervenor

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago
111 West Jackson Boulevard, 3™ floor

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Tel: 312/341-1070 Fax: 312/341-1041
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PROPERTIES RURSU 1O THE CIAP
REHAS ILITATION PROICY

The parties hereto enter this Agreerent based won 2 comen
goal and cbjective that the propossd rehabilitation of the Lakafrent
Properties be capleted {n an expeditious and falr rannez consistens
with Feceral Mcdernization Progran :e;q\d:mu and to assure that the
proposed rehab{litation be implemented in & parner which safequards Uy
rights of the affected resident camunity. The resident popilation of
the Lakefzont Properties as of o&wb-r 1, 1988 and thereaftar are the
{intanced beneficlaries of this Agreemant.

The Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) ard the lakefront
Camunity Organization (LOD), individually and through their attorneys,
hereby agres to the f{ollowing procedures and requirements reqarding the
reloccation of residents fram the Lakef{ront Properties (the Olander .
Hores, 3939 S. Lake Park Avenue; Olarder Extansion, 3833 S, Lake Park
Avenue; and the three (J) bullding complex in lake Michigan Bares at
41st Street and lake Park) pursuant to the Camprahensive hprwmt
Ass{stance qurn ("Mdernization Progran®) suthorized by 42 v.s.C. $
1437(1) ard 24 C.F.R. § 968, CHA has consultad with the Presidents of
the local Building Councils of the Lakefront Properties and they agee

tatuwo:tthh}qrm
By entry into this Merorandum of Acccrd the parties hereto

agres to cxrply with all tamms and conditions set forth herein, agree to -
cocpesate and suppoTt {mplerentation of this Hemorandum of Accord and
hezcby acknowledge that substantial breach of this Agreement shall be
enforceadble by a party hersto pursuant to any existing administrative of
legal reredy au:ho:i:-.d by law.




nwly‘ the parties Nﬂ-bj ¥ v a8 follows;

1. The parties sprort and vill wron adoption by the o
Board of Directors at thelr May Board Heeting of this Merorandin

Aecord and the first six recamendations Previcusly made by the
Lakefrent Properties Task Force reqarding the proposed rehabdilitation,

of

These six recammendations are attached herets as'Agperdix 1 and are
ircorporatad heredn,

2. The parties support the proposed rehabilitation of these
properties and recognize that all familles will have to be moved at
lease onca in order that the rehabilitation can be carpletad,

3. Because sare families will not be able to De moved to other
XA developrents (e.g. large family, no unit svailable), or that som
farilies will not be able to be relocated under the Section 8 program,
(e.g., landlords unwilling to rent to families with teenage children),
the parties agree upon 4 phased relecation proposal, To determina how
units vithin the Lakefront Properties will be made available durirg
rehabilitation, the following priorities shall be adoptad:

(a) first priority for spartrents will be
qivu: to current lease holders who satisfy CHA
eligibility criteria ad wvho are hand{capped or
wo are saricusly {11 or who have handicapped |
oz sericusly 111 family members;
| (b) second priority shall be given to
familles that are eligible for ¢ bedroom or
larger gize units undeg CHA cceupancy quidelines)

(e) third priority shall be given ¢o
families with minor children atove the age of 14;

(d) fourth priority shall be given to

/_—_f



fE v aler clldren 16 yaar ¢ age
&5 younger facing unusual housing difficulties,
€.q., day care needs for children of working mother;
() all other units shall be pricritized to
fanilies requesting to stay in the Lakefront
Properties based upon seniority to be Setermined
by the dats that the original dwelling lease vas
signed by the family; )
(£) fanilles vto wish to remain in the Lakafront
Properties during rehabilitation shall be allowad
to do 3o consistent with the above priorities, 1¢
the nurber of available vacant units {s rot sufficient
to house all fanilies who have raquested to remain in
the Lakefront Properties those families who cannot be
accamcdated will be offezed apartments at ths Wells/
Washington develogments, ard all other CGA develop-
rents, to the extant that units are available to all
other :.uide\u;

' () no GiA apartrents shall be offersd to affectsd
residents as relocation housing in as is® conditien,
All wnits under the progran offered m.xuu.'mu rust
satiafy stats, eity and fedaral requlations regarding
health and safety. No resident will te asked to rove

[ SR

to a unit which is not properly repalired or brought W
. to code standard, _
4. m facilitata the 'phaud rehabilitation and relccation,
the parties recogrize that security considerations may zequire the
tagorary removal of fixtures from vacant lput:mnt;a. However, the

ﬂ—_._-—- ]



xnwg Of mrn (Lrtures shall not eliminate that spartrent fren
subsequently velng rada tarporarily avallable @ housa families who
remain In the Larefrone Properties durlng reradilieatien,

S. The increasing vacarcy rats {n the property r@u that

GA provide additional security NAMCO {n the develogrent,
include;

These may

(a) additicnal security persennel at the
bulldings; 4 :

(B) access to ronthly reports indicating
the number, nature and building locatien of
alleged incidents) and

(e) establishment of a security *hotling®
or othar sarvice to be made available to

residents, ——

T T 6. AN fardlies vho currently reside is thaLakalroot o

#__——-—_——‘

Properties and all familles wvho have moved cut of the Lakefrent
Properties since Cctober 1, 1985 in connection with the proposed
rehabilitation, shall have the right to retwun as a ww.\t in the
Lakgfront Properties after the rehabilitation is corpletad except those
tenantss

I ‘/u vho becausa of incare er family come
position are no longer qualified for GiA; .

(d) who pricr to their roving out of the
Lakefront Properties had a court eviction order
temminate their right to cct_\tl.'m. to ccoupancy \
in QM

J :(c) who are evicted for "gocd cause® as
set forth at 24 C.F.R. § 966.4(1) (1) or other

o

D g




S TNV R ey auwr

te  icd of relecation;

(@) who are relecated Cutside e@-_"
Kz during the pericd of rehab{1itat{en
but who have camittad acts, during the
pericd of rehabilitation, which constitute
4 threat to the health and safety of other
'?. — (& @ ployees’ as that tamm g

defined in O )dﬂ.nisi:atiw Ciroular 798,

Provided, howaver, that families vho are

determined (religidle to retumn based upen

fuch charge shall be entitled to writtean

notice and a hearing to challenge such

determination as set forth {n OiA Adminis-

trative Clroular 1797; .

(6) who left GHA oving rent and who

after a reascradle opportunity to resolve

Any account balance refuse or are unable to
P resolve Any rent arrearage.

7. CHA shall provide all residents with all relocation
benefits and assistance required by federal Liv according to stardards
sat focth urder the UN{form Relocation Assistance Act at 24 C.P.R, Part
42, in both roving cut of the Lakefront Properties ard moving back into
the properties after rehabilitation. Families who elect to pesmanetly
relocate under the Section § program shall be furnished with Section §

certificats for the fullest term authorized by law,
8. In consideration of the Aqreament by CHA to adopt and
c'a-mut to camply with the alove procedures, the LOD agrees to provice




1 b’ wslstancs ad cooparation VY s Lanare the promt
ad falr Lrpleentation of the plan,

9. O shall agree t5 hire and traln tesidents wvho ware
aruﬂld laasePolders on Octoter 1, 1988 to perforn cartain of the work
to be perfoomed during xmumum._ Rasidants shall have priczity
for jebe to the maximm extent feasible and avallable, ON shall
further provide training fer {nterested residents regarding N.-Lmnt
and cparation of the bullding after sehabilitation,

The Presidents of the Local Bullding Councils for the
lakefront Properties, as representatives of 'u'n Local Adviscry Councll,
ard the President of the lLocal Mdvisory Council harely acknowledge that
CGiA consultad with them, that have mzmmmozmmmz
and hereby agree with {ts provisions. By signing um docurent v
heredby agree to support this Merorardum of Accord,




[
o
Doscutive D tor

Lakefront Ca..anity
Grganization
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litcs, which are acceptablc to zco.‘

' 7. CHA shall apply to HUD for- three hund:ed and tvo (302)
Section 8 certificates for use as replacezent bousing. In the
. event CHA's Section 8 replacezent housing application is not

. funded by HUD, either in whole or in part, CEA will make -

‘-available up to 302 Section 8 certificates frem its own £nvontary

' * of Section 8 certificates to meet the replacunent hcusinq nl.dl :
of. dzsplaccd Ltkeftont tanant tamilics. , ‘

.. 8. Subject to the court ‘order discussed in paraqraﬁb K
a(c)(iij of this Agreement, CHA shall offer, on a first pricrity

' basis, all units developed under paragraphs 4, 5 and .6 of this .

Agreenent and all Section 8 certificates provided under graph °

.7 of this Agreement, (up to a cozbined maximum of 604. ts and

certificates), to eligible displaced lakefront tenant fanilios. 4.
Eligible families are all displaced Laklfront tlaant !anilicl £y

~except thosc., . L
. '

© :(a) who' becau:a of inconc a:c no lcnqer -11qib10 tcr caa

bou:ing._ N : ‘

- (D) who prior to ncvan out of the Laketront ?ropcrtinc
were subject to a written aviction orde: terninatinq thoir right

- %o continuod occupancy at ch; , SR
(c) 'who Rave bean evicted tron public houling tor 'qood " 2

causa™ as set forth at 24 CrR Section 966.4(1) (3) or other

sc:iou- vielatien ot thcir lease dur;nq the period of tclocation:

‘. (d) "who have hoen relocated outsxda of CEA housing but vho,
"N dur;ng the period of relecation, have been convicted of a felony .
invclving physical vioclence to persons or crinas against propazty
‘that adversely affact the health, safety or velfars of other “
. persons or the misdexeancrs of aggravated assault, unlawful nso
ot a veapoa, battary er. c:iminal damage to propaxty: :.' ;-v

" (e) who left CHA owing :cne il i after a resasonable’ o
g opportunxty to resolve any account balance refuse or ara unlblc i
‘to resolve any rent arrearage within a teasonablo tino of any .

deterninatxon a: 1neligxbility. ;,~ R ,: 3

""" Any displaced Lakefront temant fuily astersined " bo
‘ 1nn11qib1¢ foxr replacenaent Jhousing pursuant to the provisions ot

‘“this paragraph will be ‘entitled to appeal the determination of
inelxqibillty ‘to a committee composed of: three merbers chosen by

10 and three members chosen by CHA. - This cozmittee shall have
‘access to all relevant documents that led to the finding of 1,
© {neligibility, shall consider any ovidenca of rdhabilitntion of

, the tenant family -or any evidence of the .tenant family's.

villxngness to participate in social service or other apprupziltl .
counsel;nq ccrvice p:aqraus. and :hall be enpove:od to wa;v. nny 5

- .,
3 g )
. , = . . 4 -

-
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or all rent arrcaraqes for good cause shown and to establish a
Teasonable installment payment Plgn. : )

. This connzttee shall initzally screen the tenants vho shall
reside in the housing to be provided under thig Revised
Agreexent. After initial occupancy {s completed the comnittee
shall be expanded to nine (9) members, with the three (3) :

" additional members to be selected from the residents who vill

resida in the nev housan to be built under this Rcvisod
Aqreemcnt. .

9. Up to a naxl:un ot 604 cliqiblc displcccd lakefront

tenant fanilies shall be afforded either.their first or their

-second housing choice pursuant to paragraph 8 of this Agreexment.

" ehe LCO

CHA, through its tenant selection and assigrment procedurs, shall
maintain a parity in the occupancy of public hous units '
develrped pursuant to paragraph 4 of this Agreexent betvesn -

."cliqible dow income and very low income fazmilies, as thosa terms

are defined in 24 CFR Section $13.102.. In the event that CHA's |

,.'.obligation to afford up to 604 Bisplaced Takefront tenant. . ‘
* "families with either their first or second housing choices cnnnct = 2
. "be reconciled with CHA's obligation to maintain a parity in the

occupancy of pablic housing units, as required by this paragraph, .
CEA and LCO vill neqotiatc 5 nutually aqreeablc cncndlcnt to thic a

. ~Agreenant.

10.. cHA chall negot:ato and atteapt to rcach aqraencnt vith,.”
wvith respect to all matters involving the displaced: oo
Lakarront tenant families, including but not limited to aqreeacnt g

with the Gautreaux-appointed Receiver and/or the Joint Venturs -.. & .
. relative to the site selection and design of all housing units i~
' ‘constructed, rehabilitated or ctherwise made available. for - - - - ;|

| * occupancy purauant to the. terrms of this Agreement and with CHA -
- relative to the ranagement and operation of all housing units =

o {zccnstructed, rehabilitated er othervise made available tcr .
s occupancy pursuant to thc terns (-} 4 thil Aqrecncnt. fg .- 3

“'f 11; CHA, with the assistance of 100, shall conduct an .
aggressive outreach canpaign to contact eligible displaced -

" Lakefront tenant families in order to determine whether they wish

..to avail .themselves of the housing opportunities being provided -

f;under this Agreement. -
setting forth the timing, scope and terms of the outreach’

* ‘.. progran. -

CHA and ICO shall enter a side agrecncnt .
-A bar date will be fixed after which there will bc”no '

" further right to replacenent housing under this Agreement. -

.. '

. e

Consistent with the ocutreach program developed by and agreod to,

'by CHA'and 1C0O,. CHA'will make all reascnible efforts to locate

d;=p1aced Lnko:rcnt tonant zanilics up to the bar datc.-
12. All displaced takettcnt tenant tanilicc vho cvnil

'tﬁemaelvcc of the replacement housing opportunities being

prcvided under paragraphs 4, s, 6 and 7 o: tnis Aqreenenc
: .‘ . ; 99



"'shall be acved by CHA, at CEA's cxpense, or paid by CHA. the”

Section 3. CEHA, directly or through its agent, shall provide -
.training for interested residents regarding management and
-.  operatien of the replacement hcusing units bcinq p:avidcd
.‘pu::uant to tnis Agtneaent. ;,a' P Ea ;

azcunt ef actual, rsascnable moving costs, Including the actual,
:eauonablc costs of utility teconnection._ :

© 13. The Gsu:zsaux-appointea Re.exve: shall conpl VLth
Section 3 requirexments in the demolition and cohstruction

"identified in the Agreement, and shall work with CEA and LCO in
‘identifying mexbers of displaced lakefront tenant families as

eliqiblo for training and employment opportunities suant to

e

14. BY siqninq tbi- docuacnt, Lco ‘and cxa ho:-by agrco Ehag"

this Revised Agreszent replaces and supplants the Xemorandum of

fi-Accord entered into on May 27, 1986. However, if the conditiens

\"

';].1985 lhall be reinstated.

. <.set forth in paragraph 3 of this ‘Agreexent for demolition of the -

. four remaining Lakefront properties are.not satisfied dy January
"1, 1996, LCO may giva CHA sevan Hdays rotice of its intent to . B
""declare.a breach-dof this Agreement. If those conditions are not - .

satisfied within that seven day notice pericd, LCO may declare a
breach of this Agreenent. Upon such a declaration of breach,’

. " this Revised Agreerant shall"be mull and void, and the terms lﬂ4"'

conditions of the original Hgnorandua of Accord, datod nay 37,.

N

15. Tha consttucticn or rehabilztatzon ot thc toplacancnt E .

. hoﬁlinq required under paragraphs 5§ and 6 of this. Agreement shall.’

‘connenca wvithin ten months after satisfaction of the conditions
.86t forth in paragraph 3 of this Agreement for demolition of the:

four remaining lLakefront properties and shall be completed vithin‘-

.a reascnable time, as that term is defined by current

construction .industry standards for the type of construction nnd'

‘rehabili{tation contezplated by the agreerent. If the construction ..

or rehabilitation of the replacement housing required under

- of the unigue circumstances involving the displacezent and ‘. .
. relocation of the former residents of the lakefront Properties.
-._shall not be deexmed a precedont vith respect to the relocatien :

- '‘and replacenent housing rights of other CHA tenants families who .

";paraqraphs 5 and 6 of this Agreemaent has not comménced within ten i

months after satisfaction of the conditions set forth in
paragraph 3 of this Agreement for demolition of the four.

"renaxning Lakefront properties or is not completed within tan -

' 'months thereafter, LCO shall give CHA sixty days notice of its
.. .intent to declare a breach of this Agreezent prier to institutinq
: _any cuzt to -nforce tha tetns ot thil Agreement e 0

4

16, CHL's cntry 1nto this Revised Agroenent in thc contoxt

may be displaced and relecated from their present housing units .
as & consequencc ot tuture danolition of CHA housing units.u :

@ - .

= . : . e .
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‘.‘prooz -of cxpenditurus to' CHA.

17. This lqreenent shall be governed a8 to performa
interpretation in accordance wvith the lavs of thopstatc ogcc and
Illineis. In construing the terms of this Agreement, neitha: CHA
ner mo chan be desaed t.he drafter of this Agrnnent

. 18. In consideration o: the Agreezent by the CHA to enter

~ into the above obligations, the 1CO agrees to support CHA's
applicatien to HUD for dexolition of the lakefront Properties,

~ Both.parties to this agreezent agres to comply vith all terms and

.7 conditions set forth herein, agree to cooperate and support ‘-,
-implezentation of this agreament and acknowledge that this
agreenment is intaended by thg parties to be a’ bindinq contract

- anforceable by cithor party Ln any court of conpotcnt ”

ju:isdicticn.

. 19. cHa shall r:;mbuzte LCD for .11 rcaconablc expensos .

- . incurred by LCO members in connecticn with the i{mplexentation of
this Revised Agreexment, including car fare and transportaticm,
telephone and copying expenses. - Such .reinbursenant shall be . .
provided by CHA within 30 days o: submission by Lco oz rea-onable _
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

DOROTHY GAUTREAUX, et al.

Plaintiffs,
vs. 66 C 1459
66 C 1460
CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY and
HENRY CISNEROS, Secretary of (Consolidated)

Department of Housing and Urban
Development,

. Defendants.
JOINT MOTION OF PLAINTIFFS8, AND DEFENDANTS
CHICAGO HOUBING AUTHORITY AND DEPARTMENT OF HOUBING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, FOR AN ORDER
DESIGNATING A NORTH XENWOOD=-OAKLAND REVITALIZING AREA AND
AUTHORIZING THE DEVELOPMENT OF
TERED BITE C BOUSING UNITS
Plaintiffs, and Deferdants Chicago Housing Authoxity and
Department of Housing and Urban Development, by their respective
attorneys, move this court for an order in the form attached
hereto:
(1) designatirg as the North Kenwood-Oakland Revitalizing
Area that porticn of the City of Chicago that lies between
Oakwood Boulevard on the north, the Illinois Central Railrocad
right-of-way on the east, 47" Street on the south, and Cottage
Grove Avenue on the west (the *Revitalizing Area"), and
(2) authorizing the development, through new construction or
tehabilitafion of existing buildings, of not more than 241 units
of public housing within the Revitalizing Area.
' In support of this motion, the parties state as follows:

1. In 1986, the proposed Revitalizing Area contained

EXHIBIT D



approximately 1,066 fa Ly public housing units. L .e hundred
and three units were in six CHA high-rise buildings, known as the
Lakefront Properties, located along Lake Park Avenue between
Oakwood Boulevard on the north and 42™ Place on the south. Of
the remaining 163 units, 151 were in a combination of high-rise
and mid-rise bulldings in CHA's Washington Park homes
development, on a block bounded by 41*' Street on the north,
Drexel Boulevard on the east, Bowen AQenue on the south and
Cottage Grove Avenue on the west (the “Washington Park site").
The remaining 12 were in a small building at $00 East 40 Street
("the 900 Building”).

b {J8 In 1986, CHA and the Lakefront Community Organization
(*1LCO" ), representing the tenants of the Lakefront Properties,
| entered into a Memorandum of Accord. A copy of the 1986
“lxemorandum of Accord is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Under the
Memorandum of Accord the tenants agreed to leave their honmes
voluntarily, and CHA agreed to rehabilitate the Lakefront
Properties buildings and grant to the displaced families "the
right to return as a tenant in the Lakefront Properties after the
rehabilitation is completed.” (9 6)

3. In 1990 and 1991, CHA extensively rehabilitated the two
northernmost Lakefront Properties high-rises, turning them into
attractive, landscaped buildings, now known as Lake Parc Place.
As authorized by Congressional legislation, CHA established a
mixed-income tenancy for Lake Parc Place, reserving half the
units for working families, i.e., families earning between 50%~

80t of the median income for the Chicago Metropolitan Area (for a

2



family of four ip 1996 an i{ncome of $27,500 = $41,600).

4. Also in 1990-.991, the Receiver developew. .5 new
'{tlcattered site public housing units at 4525 South Lake Park
‘ Avenue,

5. In 1995, while discussions were underway concerning the
remaining four Lakefront high-rises, CHA demolished the 151 units
on the Washington Park site and the 12-unit $00 Building.

6. After lengthy discussions, in September, 1555, CHA and
1CO entered into a supplemental agreeﬁent modifying the
Memorandum of Accord (“Revised Agreement"). The Revised
Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit B. The Revised Agreement
reflects a “shared recognition and understanding that the
rehabilitation of the four remaining Lakefront Properties . . .
is neither desirable nor appropriate,” as well as a “common goal
of providing suitable housing choices to the former residents of
the Lakefront Properties, including the choice to move batk into
- the North Kenwood-Oakland community.® (p. 1)

7. The Revised Accord provides that, instead of
rehabilitation, the four remaining high-rises, containing
approximately 603 units, should be demolished. (§1) The Revised
Accord provides further that replacement housing for the
demolished units should take the following form: (1) up to 241
units in North Kenwood-0Oakland, including 80-100 units on the
site of the to-be-demolished Lakefront high-rises and an
additional 141 units scattered throughout the area, including on
the Washington Park site; (2) 200 additional units outside of

Nortﬂ Kenwood=-Oakland; and (3) up to 302 Section 8 certificates.



(194-7)

8. The Revised Accord also provides that CHA shall achieve
a mixed-income occupancy of the 80-100 new units on the site of
the Lakefront high-rises by maintaining a ‘parity ... between
eligible low income [50-80% of median income) and very low income
families...." (99) Finally, the Revised Accord provides that the
displaced Lakefront tenant families should have first priority,
subject to Court approval, to all of ﬁhe replacement units. (98)

" s. Movants believe the replacement housing provisions in
the Revised Accord are appropriate and desirable for a nunber of
reasons. First, the proposed demolition and replacement housing
would complete a radical transformation of public housing in the
Revitalizing Area. The number of family public housing units in
the Revitalizing Area would be reduced by approximately 50% from
1986 levels, i.e., from 1,066 to 538. In addition, the -
conéentration of the remaining units would be greatly reduced.
The family units in the Revitalizing Area would be privately
managed and in mixed-income configurations.

10. Second, the proposed Revitalizing Area satisfies the
Gautreaux ‘revitalizing' criteria, and would therefore be an
appropriate location for the provision of low-rise public
"housing. The revitﬁlizing character of the area is evidenced by
the tollowiﬁg:

- Major ongoing efforts by instituticnal actors,
including the City and the Fund For Comnunity
Redevelopment and Revitalization (which is funded by
the MacArthur Foundation), to bring about
revitalization in North Kenwood-Oakland;

- An increasingly active private residential real estate
market in the Revitalizing Area, including the

4



consPructi of new, market rate housin and plans to
develop ada..ional market rate housing;

- Substantial and increasing investment by residents of
the Revitalizing Area in home repair and
rehabilitation;

- Steady increases in the number and value of bank loans

within.the Revitalizing Area:;

- New commercial development, both completed and planned,
along 47" Street;

- Substantial efforts to improve area schools, including
two new public schools planned to open in the
Revitallizing Area in september, 1996;

- Community amenities favoring continuation of the
already-occurring revitalization, including a choice
lakefront location, excellent access to transportation,
and ample available land for development at reasonable
prices; and

- Burgeoning development in nearby areas, particularly
South Kenwood.

11. Movants are authorized to represent to the Court that
the Receiver supports this motion and that the City of Chicago
has no objection thereto.

12. Proposals to locate new public housing in the
Revitalizing Area have been the subject of several meetings of
comnmunity residents. The community is divided respecting the
development of new public housing in the area, with scme
residents in support and many others opposed.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, and Defendants Chicago Housing
Authority and the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
request the Court to enter an order in the form attached hereto,
(1) designating as the North Kenwood-Oakland Revitalizing Area
that portion of the City of Chicago that lies between Oakwood
Boulevard on the north, the Illinocis Central Railrcad right-of-
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permitted public or assisted housing to be provided in census
tracts not within the General Public Housing Area upon a
sufficient showing of ‘revitalizing” circumstances such that a
responsible forecast of economic integration, with a longer term
possibility of racial desegregation, could be made; and

The Court being of the view that such a forecast can be made
with respect to the North Kenwsza-bakland Revitalizing Arga ir
zhe terms and conditions of this order are met:

Now, <herefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1. The Court designates as the Nofth Kenwood—bak;and
Revitalizing Area (“Revitalizing Area’) that portion éf the City
of Chicago that lies between Oakwood Boulevard on tﬁe.qcrth, the
TIllinois Central Railroad right-of-way on the east, 47t Street
on the south, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west; -

25 The Receiver, previously appointed by the Court to _
develop scattered site public housing on behalf of the defendant,
Chicago Housing Authority, shall be free to develop, through név
construction or rehabilitation of existing buildings, up to 241
units of public housing within the Revitalizing Area, subject to
the following conditions:

a) No more than 100 units of public housing shall be

| developed on CHA-owned land that is the site of
CHA's Lakefront high-rise buildings (the area
bounded by 40 Street on the north, the Illinois
Central Railroad right-of-way on the east, 42™

Place on the south, and Lake Park Avenue on the

west) .



b) No more than approximately 50 units of public
housing shall be developed on the site of the
demolished Washington Park buiidings (the CHA-

- owned property bounded by 41* Street on the
north, Drexel Avenue on the east, Cottage Grove
Avenue on the west, and Bowen Avenue on the south)
anc adjacent property.

c) Tné balance of such units of public housing within
the Revitalizing Area, in addition to those
referréd to in subparagraphs-(a) and (b) above,
shall be developed on other sites distributed
throughout the Revitalizing Area.

d) One-half of the public housing units developed

' pursuant to subparagraphs (a) and (b) above shail
be occupied by families whose incomes are in the
range of 50-80% of the median income in the
Chicago Metropolitan Area, and such units shall be

_ geographically distributed approximately evenly
among the units developgd pursuant to

subparagraphs (a) and (b).

3. The CHA Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan previously
"approved by this Court shall be modified to afford eligible
displaced Laiefront tenant families, as defined in the "Revised
Agreement Regarding Former Residents of the Lakefront Properties
‘and the Future Use of Those Properties," dated September 22,
1995, between CHA and the Lakefront Community Organization, first



priority to all public housing units developed pursuant to
subparagraphs 2(a), (b) and (¢) of this Order, subject only to

the provisions of subparagraph 2(d) of this Order.

Swr.& 3
Date: M=ysgx, 1996



Minute Order Form (06/97)

United States District Court, Northern Distric: of Illinois

Name of Assigned Judge Marvin Aspen Sitting Judge if Other
or Magistrate Judge than Assigned Judge
CASE NUMBER 66 C 1459 DATE 4/7/1999
CASE Gautreaux’ vs. CHA
TITLE
[In the following box (a) indicate the party filing the motion, e.g., plaintiff, defendant, 3rd party plaintiff, and (b) state briefly the
MOTION: nature of the motion being presented.]
DOCKET ENTRY:
(1) d Filed motion of [ use listing in “Motion” box above.]
(2) a Brief in support of motion due
3) a Answer brief to motion due . Reply to answer brief due
4) a Ruling/Hearing on set for at
%) O Status hearing[held/continued to] [set for/re-set for] on set for at
(6) a Pretrial conference[held/continued to] [set for/re-set for] on set for at
N 0O Trial[set for/re-set for] on at
®) a [Bench/Jury trial] [Hearing] held/continued to at
%) O This case is dismissed [with/without] prejudice and without costs[by/agreement/pursuant to]
O FRCP4(m) (O General Rule21 O FRCP41(a)(1) O FRCP41(a)(2).
(100 W [Other docketentry]  Second motion of the Lakefront Community Organization to intervene (0-1)
is denied.
(11y 0O [For further detail see order (on reverse side of/attached to) the original minute order.]
No notices required, advised in open court.
No notices required. n:?ba i
/ | Notices mailed by judge’s staff.
Notified counsel by telephone. i ieted
Docketing to mail notices.
Mail AO 450 form. docketing deputy initials
Copy to judge/magistrate judge.
4/7/1999
date mailed notice
courtroom
GL deputy’s a
initials
Date/time received in
central Clerk’s Office mailing deputy initials




